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PRE-APPEAL BRIEF REQUEST FOR REVIEW 

MAIL STOP AF 
Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

Sir: 

Claims 18-26 are pending, with claims 18, 24 and 26 being the independent claims. The 
Patent Office has rejected the claims as being unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) in view of 
the Red Cross embodiment and the Bezos patent Review of the Final Office Action, dated 
August 29, 2006, and the Advisory Action dated November 20, 2006, is hereby requested. 

Reason 1. The Cited References Do Not Suggest The Inventioii Of Claims 18-25. 

Claim 18, very briefly summarized, requires (step a) that a prospective donor go to the 
web site of a desired charity (first web site) and indicate that s/he vdshes to make a donation to 
that charity, and (step b) the donor is then transferred to the second web site. Once the donor has 
been transfejcred to the second web site, the donor is then presented (steps (c), (e) and (f)) with 
information regarding choices, and the donor then decides and indicates (steps (d), (g) and (h)) 
what donation to make to, or what item to purchase from, that charity, and then the second web 
site completes the transaction (steps (i>-(l)). Thus, while at the first web site (the desired charity), 
the customer has not been presented any information about, and has not selected what donation 
to make or what charitable item to purchase, but has only decided to make some donation to that 
diarity. Claim 24 is similar but there are at least two charitable organizations. 

Red Cross teaches a standalone web site: the user starts with the Red Cross web site, is 
presented with donation options at the Red Cross web site, makes a decision as to the desired 
donation at the Red Cross web site, and completes the donation at the Red Cross web site. See 
Exhibit A of the Rule 1 16 Response. In addition, the cited collection of Red Cross web pages has 
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dates spread across approximately a year and a half with no evidence of any linkage between 
them. See the Amendment and Response filed June 6, 2006, page 11, top paragraph. Thus, Red 
Cross does not suggest or teach that the user needs to, should, or may, go to any other website to 
make a donation. 

Bezos teaches that Ihe Merchant cannot, or prefers not to, handle specialized promotional 
information; the Merchant may offer products and offer some limited standard information about 
an item, e.g., price, inventory, standard product description, etc. (Bezos, col. 7, lines 56-58), but 
the Merchant does not want to provide the specialized information, such as editorial descriptions, 
reviews, and/or recommendations of the products. (Bezos, coL 1, lines 30-36, and coh 6, line 59- 
coL 7, line 5,) Bezos thus teaches that the customer goes to the Associate web site (site #1), and 
the Associate web site provides specialized product information. If the customer decides to buy 
the product, the customer selects the product and gien the customer is transferred to the Merchant 
web site (site #2) and the Associate web site sends information regarding the customer and the 
selected product to the Merchant web site, (Bezos, coL 7, lines 6-20.) Once the customer has 
been transfeired to the Merchant web site the Merchant web site provides the standard 
information to the customer, and then closes the sale. (Bezos, col. 6, lines 41-47.) It is to be noted 
that the product selection is done at the Associate web site and that the customer is transferred to 
the Merchant web site for the sale and closing only after the customer has selected the product. 
See Exhibit B in the Rule 116 Response. Viewed another way, Bezos suggests specialized 
information at the Associate web site, and standard inforaiation at the Merchant web site, but the 
customer, if at the Associate web site, must select a product before the customer can be 
transferred to the Merchant web site. Note also that the Merchant in Bezos is selling its own 
products, not the Associate's products. 

In the Advisory Action mailed November 20, 2006, the Patent Office, referring to Bezos 
Fig. lOA (1000) and text at col. 15, lines 25-55, and col. 7, Unes 53-60, stated that Bezos taught 
that the Associate could link customers at any time to the Merchant web site if the Associate was 
not interested in referral credit. In Fig. lOA, however,. only after the customer selects another 
item for a possible purchase (ag., "Cooking With Daniel Boulud'O. is the customer to linked 
to the Merchant web site. In other words, the customer selects the specific product before the 
customer is linked. (Note Bezos col. 7, lines 56-58: "various information provided by the 
mert^hant ... about the selected product."; and col. 15, lines 33-34: "If the customer sdects the 
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hyperlink 1 000 the merchant Web server returns the product detail ... as ill;istrated in FIG, lOc") 
Thus, the cited figure and text confinn applicants' assertions regarding Bezos; the custotner must 
select a product at the Associate web site before being linked to the Merchant web site. 

The assertioa of the Patent Office about those particular lines merely suggests a simple 
hyperlink from one web site to another web site, and such a simple hyperlink does not provide 
any benefit to the first web site. In the claimed invention the charitable organization has a direct 
benefit because the donor is making a contribution to, or purchasing a charitable item from, flxe 
charitable organization even though the actual transaction is occurring at the other web site. 

If one combines the Red Cross approach wiA the Bezos ^proach, without benefit of 
hindsight from reading the present application, one can only get two possible results: 

(1) a Merchant has a web site which allows a customer to start, finish and do the 
entire transactioo at the Merchant web site, and which also aUows a customer who first went to 
an Associate web site and also selected an item at the Associate web site to then be linked to a 
Merchant web site to complete the transaction; or 

(2) an Associate has a web site which allows a customer to start, finish and do the 
entire transaction at the Associate web site, and which also allows a customer who selects a 
desired item at the Associate web site to then be linked to a Merchant web site to complete the 
transaction. 

Both of these results require either (a) standalone operation, or (b) that the customer go 
first to the Associate web site and that the customer can be linked to the Merchant web site to 
complete the transaction only aft» the customer has already seen the information about the 
products and selected a product. Neither of these results suggests, provides any incentive for, or 
motivates one to develop, the invention of claim 18 or claim 24. Accordingly, claims 18 and 24, 
and their dependent claims 19-23 and 25, are patentable over Red Cross and BezX)S. 

Reason 2. Combining The Cited References Requires Impermissible Hindsight, 
It is well esUblished that references mu-st stand on their own , and that the patent 
application cannot provide the suggestion or motivation necessary to combine references. That, 
however, is exactly what is happening in this case. Red Cross is a standalone system; Bezos 
teaches a particular arrangement whereby an Associate web site provides specialized product 
information and, only ^ftw the customer selects a products, can the customer be transferred to a 
Merchant web size which provides standard information and allows the transaction to be 
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completed. Note that the Associate receives a commission or refeiral fee for the sale, but the sale 
itself is not for the benefit of the Associate. In contrast, in the claimed invention, the charitable 
organization web site does not provide information about the possible donations but merely links 
the donoi to the web site of the other organization, which provides the information about the 
possible donations, and also closes the transaction. In the claimed invention the transaction is 
actually for the benefit of the charitable organization as the donation is to the charitable 
organization or the products purchased are those of the charitable organization although the other 
organization may receive fees for handling, promotion and transaction closing. 

Modifying Bezos to arrive at the claimed invention requires the following changes: 
(1) Ae Associate does not provide information about the products, (2) the Associate does not 
allow a customer to select a product but merely links the customer to the Merdiant web site, 
(3) the Merchant web site provides infonmation about the products offered by that Associate 
rather than products offered by the Merchant, and (4) the Merchant web site sells products 
offered by that Associate instead of by the Merchant. The above is not a slight modification, it is 
a wholesale redesign of Betos and is completely contrary to tibi© teachings of Bezos. 

Bezos cannot be said to provide any motivation to modify itself in order to arrive at the 
claimed invention, and Red Cross is a standalone system which provides only a single web site. 
Therefore, without impermissible hindsight, ndther Bezos nor the Red Cross provide any 
motivation, suggestion, or inc«itive for the claimed invention. 

Reason 3. The Cited References Do Not Disclose Uploading The Information. 

Claim 26 . very briefly summarized, requires (step a) that a charitable organization having 
a web site (the first web site) uploads information regarding donations to the web site of another 
organization (the central web site) (steps (a)-(f)), and then provides a link from the first web site 
to the central web site (step (g)). This allows the charitable organization to quickly and 
dynamically update tiie central website of the non-charitable organization with respect to 
donations to that charitable organization, and to use the central web site resources to present the 
• various donation options to tibie prospective donor and to complete the donation transaction for 
tiiat charitable organization with the protective donor. 

Exhibit C of the Rule 116 Response shows that tiie charitable organization, does not 
present the product information at its own web site (labeled as the "Associate" web site simply 
for comparison with Bezos), but uploads that infoiroation to the w«* site of a central organization 
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Gabeled as the "Merchanf ' for comparison with Bezos), the mfonnation being presented to the 
donor ("customer") after the donor has been transfenred to the central web site. The charitable 
organization, rather than the central organization, can develop the desired product, marketing and 
advertising infoitoation, but the central organization, rather than the charitable organization, 
acmally presents this information to the donor, and the donor then completes the sale at the 
central web site. Neither Red Cross nor Bezos suggest that tihe Associate or Merchant can or 
should have these respective abilities: Red Cross teaches a standalone environment; and Bezos 
teaches that the Associate should have its own information at its own website, and that the 
Merchant should have its own infonnation at its own, separate wd)Site. Accordingly, claim 26 is 
patentable over Red Cross and Bezos. 

CONCLUSION 

Red Cross is a standalone system. Bezos is a system whereby an Associate refers a 
customer to a Merchant, the customer buys the Merchant's product from the Merchant, and the 
Associate receives a referral fee. In the claimed invention the charitable organization refers the 
donor to the central site, and the customer makes a donation to, or buys a induct of, ^ 
nTiaritahle nc^nW«t\(m tha t provided the referral ; the customer is not donating to, or buying a 
product of; the central site. Thus, although Red Cross and Bezos may both be involved with 
Internet sales and/or donations they differ from the claimed invention in the number of web sites, 
the services and/or information provided by each web site, when and if the customer may be 
transferred to another web site, whose products are being offered, and/or why particular services 
and/or information is provided by a particular web site. 

hi view of Ae above, claims 18-26 should be allowed, 

Respectftilly submitted, 
POWELL GOLDSTEIN UJP 
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